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iifTRA^AUDIEMCE EFFECTS: A FIELD TEST 



Communicatibn researcher^ have ' cen due ted * consijJerabie number of ' 
^'feedback studies" witHln the^last two decade^.' Investigators, fov tL 
' S ^f' examined the-^ff^cts of various, receiver or audience feed 

■ ^^tnr"!" "'^"'^^^ sources. The typigal research design has manip 
ulated the type (e.g positive or negatii^e), or the amount of feedbaS^ , 
^ile measuring the .'impact of this feedback on source behaviors such as 
axfency (Stolz and Tannenbaum, 1963; Vianais, 1961^; Blaubaugh, 1§69) ' 
K^s""?^.^?'' ^"'^''"^ Vlandis.-.apd^Rosenb^um, 1961? DaVis! 1967, 

• l^lU^l ' "^r^"^"«f^ ^yfe <=ontact (-Amato and- Ostermeier, 1967), 
c^tent'change (Kams i969), frequ^cy of opinion statements (Verplanck, 
i2i ' ^/^l^"^ attitude 5ucb as,>ttitudes toward receivers "(Harvey 
T^^\fl^ Shap ro l957,Faules, 1967; Huenergardt, 1967), topic 'scott 
?ltI;i.;H '■'r'^' Rosenbaum, 1961; Wallace. ^966) , 'and self 

(Stotland, 1-955; Bostrom, 1963; a^^d'Gergen, 1965). These studies have 
demonstrated that audience response does affect communication sources 

_ Although ■coirtmunication scholars have invested a large amoi^it of ener- 
gy investigating the effects of audience feedback on mesfage sources ^fZ 
ihrfLr*r ^^'^ '° intra.audience effects 'r^sStinJ'fr^ 

«^uJr^r When^receivers. generate observable- responses to a 

n^S^vih? observable to other audience members. 

Observable audience responses can result -in intra-audience effects as well 
.. as having effec-ts on the .message source. . 

■ ^' ^^^ll^^'V-^r a number of studies, have begun to investigate the effects 

2!^ If' * ^^^'^^ lookin-g at a reciKer-.soUFHT-feedback loop, 
posttiiated a receiver-receiv6r loop.. Using confederates in large audien- 
-ces of, about seventy-five persons each, he m^ipulated aUdience^sponse 
gxving nai-ye subject audieuce members a chance 'to observe eitSer^he posi- 
tive or negative behaviors of their "peers" in response to a' speech ^S|s 
predictions that -positive obse^rvable audience response would result in 
more favorable attitudes toward the Message topic and the speaSr tJan 
negative response, were supported. . xnan 

noJ^^^^^f studies have continued this line of research. Monge 

(1969) used confederates to generate a mixed ratio of .positive- ^o Stive 
OAR His positive cohdition had a ratio of three con fe deratlr ^espSr 
with positive OAR to every one responding with .negative OAR Jn X Sgf- 
tive condition this ratio was reversed.. He also included g;oups wi^h^' 
"Zt J^'' °f.P°Pitive.and negative responding confederate's Ld a "fSe" - 
group .with no confederates. His results were ambiguous, indicating tS 
TdT^Z ^g^Lptr^^"^ .o.e-attitud.^hange th^n^^^J^of tt 

Baptiste (1969) had. confederates introduced to- the 'subject audience 
as^experts on the mefsSage topic. These confederates then sat at the ?Snt 
llX'^'ZnTlTifl"'' either po^itive or negative x^sponses to thf""' 
speech. Contrar^y io .-her prediction, she fo«nd negative OAR' resulting in 



• "^r!. *°"^^iJMj2?-SSage_topic and higher ratings of 

speakHi-T^rs-d-ibiTity than positT^ OAR.. The subjects perhaps resented the - 
negative OAR being overtly given. to a speaker who was also a student, by 
the non-student "experts." This resentment could have accounted for the 
ODtamed boomerang effect. ' z 

• Hocking (1972) examined one-to-many speakirr^lsituations in which ' 

ZtTTr,r °^ friendl?, and gradually as they 

heard and evaluated a speech, changed their attitudes and feedback beha- 
viors. By sequentially manipulating OAR from positive to negative and 
_ vice-.versa_ during a' speech, he expected to find a contrast effect creating 
more. positive attitude change in the negative-to-positive condition than 
when the -response, was positive throughout. Similarly fhe positive-to- ' 
negative treatment was expetted to result in less change in the direction 
advocated by the message than response which was negative throughout • 
Contrary to these predictions, subjects rated credibility higher and "were 
more fa>?orable toward the message topic when OAR was positive throughout 
than when it began negative and then gradually became positive. Hockin? 
did provide .a reRlication of Hylton's (1971) original findings when he 
compared the all-positive 'wyth the all-negative group. 

Margreiter, Hocking, and Hylton (197U). examined intra-audience effects 
in dyads and. triads. A single confederate generated either positive, nega- 
tive or no OAR and was- able to effect, in the predicted directions, the 
k^'credibjnt'r'"' '''''' assessments of spea- 

. Each of these studies has demonstrated the existence of intra-audience 
• Effects resulting. from fee4back. However, each of them has been conduced 

. Hnnlrw ^^i^i"^"' °f laboratory experiments in communica- " 

tion IS well known and need not be reviewed in detail here. Redding (1970) 
points out that the "oft-repeated charge is that the laboratory expfriment 
IS somehow too artificial, too far removed from real life to permit valid 
generalization from more or less ti-ivial phenomena in the labbratory to 
the really important events of the world outside" (p. 127). This criticism 

n?^J?dPd'h-'^' T r""'^"'? ^""^"""^ (1972), for example, 

provided his subjects with no explanation for why they were going to an- 
other classroom to hear a speech "on an important topic." Once thev" 
arrived m the room and the speech began, the extremity of the audience 

rrespoftse manipulation to which the subjects were exposed was of considerab> 
ly greater magnitude than would normally occur in a classroom setting In 
the positive conditions the confederates several times interrupted the 
speeeh with applause. In the negative conditions many of the cpnfederates 
IT'^.M entirely, carried oit *heir ovvn conversations, wandered 

around the room, and so on. These sorts of behaviors certainly would be 
construed by subjects as positive and negative, respectiv.ely , but they' 

were clearly more extreme and probably inappropriate fqr norms which exist " 
in classroom situations. Hocking (1972) wanted to make his manipulation a ' 

strong ojie to maximize the likelihood of obtaijiing the differences in 

attitude change and assessments of speaker credibility which were predicted 

sr;e";h.t '''k 'I '"'^^"^^ an.'.ffecris so 

subtle that It can be found only under conditions which; would rarely or 



never occi^r in the "real" world, questions about its import should legit- 
-oaately-be- raised . .Wr^ites Clevenger (19|9): _ • 



ob- 



• . if an effect is sb slight that it cannot be o 
served in a natural setting, then it is perhaps not ^ 
worth the investment of substantial time and resources 
in experimental research. ... (p. 157). 

• In response to criticisms such as these, the present' siFudy was designed to 
investigate intra- audience effects- in a naturalistic field setting. The 
setting which was selected was a bar which featured rock ^nd roll music. 
It was felt that m this context, fairly overt and extreme responses by 
members of the audience to .a band are normal and realistic. This research 
was designed to test the following hypotheses: 

H^: Subjects who .are exposed to favorable audience responses by 
confederates will display more favorable assessments of the 
quality of the band than will the subjects who ai^ exposed 
to less favorable responses. 

Hj: Subjects who are exposed to favorable audietice responses will 
stay longer at 'the bar than will subjects who are exposed to 
less favorable responses. 

H^: Subj^ects who are exposed to favorable responses will indicate 
a greater desire to see the band again than will subjects who 
are exposed, to less favorable responses. 



METHOD 



to JlTl'T" ^fiT^ "^^"^^"^ P^^* ^ ^°sus Class assignment 

to go to a bar and "observe communication behaviorS in the field " Half 
the subjects attended one Thursday night and half Attended the following ' 
Thursday The same band played both nights and ^they had been inspructed 
to play the same songs m the same way on both nights. A group of about 

to the hand'^nd "ig^t giving "negative" responses 

to the band and the other night giving "positive" responses. Subjects 

tiii^'p^rt'ic^Jat^S"""''" ''^'^ ^'^"^^ Friaay, following 

^?^j^f^^= Subjects were about 60 students enrolled in four b^asic 
communicatior courses during the summer term of 197U at Michigan state 
University. They were assigned at random in intact classes to one S the 
two conditions. Of the sixty subjects, about fifteen failed to show up 
in class on the day after the experiment., and consequently could not fill' 
out the dependent measure questionnaire, two failed to properly fUl o^t 

founr',^^'°K"%''':,: °' confederates and subsequently 

fpS -u? ^ ^ experiment and was dropped from the analysis. This 

tn^hP . '''^''rf: twenty-two in the positive condition and twenty 
in the negative condition. . 



J2jf^^5£5tes.- Confederates were 30 students enrolled in the senior 
author's persuasi on class. 

m.r^o f^"'"^"^- ;. "^^^ stimulus was provided by a rock and roll band^ which 
thiftu^r ^" " ^^"^Hs- was aware 

both nlS."^% conducted and they agreed' to play the same songs 

^PP^.-r^r K . ^"'"'P' *° delivery as constant as possible. 

i\ f v"^^''^ "'^^ ^^''^ advantages from a realism 

standpoint but the additional control provided by having the band play 
the same music both irights was a more important consideration. 

_ Procedure:- Subjects in each of the four classes were given a bonis 
assignment for which they could receive extra " credit . The assi«nmen?^e- 
quired them to go to the bar on a specified night and "infiltrS^ and ob- 
TalZ bTr;"''°" ^-h— " They were led to believe that they wou^S 
later be writing a paper on their observations. They were given a lonp 
list of suggestions for things they might look for in the bfr setting 
For example, they were told they might observe: "Non-verbal cues t^f^ 
, people use to indicate that they are or are npt interested in ?he adVance 
or a potential interactant" , "What variables affect communication pSerns- 
"em ?o°the IV"" 'I T'"'^^ the'effect of this assignment on cueing 
o^^r. •• ! f confederates, subjects were told to make thfir 

observations during the band's breaks. They Wre told that it was .impor 
tant for everyone in their class to go to the sane bar on the same nieht 
so that everyone would h^ve the same "behavioral base" for theiTobse^va- 

■ tiZ '.y. ^^g^ Pl^yi"^^ " P-M- and that 

^^r.fr.^ ^^^-^/"=°nsPicuously in small groups between 9:30 and 10-30 
and that they could leave whenever they wan'ted if they felt they^ad made 
enough observations o;. which to base their paper. Maximum capacity in 
this bar^ IS 200. The bar was nearly full on both nights of the experiment. 

The confederates also infiltrated the bar unobtrusively. On the 
first night they gave "only minimal -response to' the band. tL w^reln 
^oT'h .'^'"^ ''^y'^i^ «"3oy the- music. They did not 

S!i tried t P"^* a^d gener? 

S ^ •! 1"^^^°"^ ^ evaluation of the quality of 

the musit. On the second night they had been instructed to respond as pos- 

iltTtL" '"-^^t^ "'^"^-^ °f discussed 

with them what, typical positive responses in that bar were. In the posi- 
tive condition confederates applauded enthusiastically, danced at times 

ttev h H >,-\'"'T '"V""' generall? tried to respond as ^f 
they had a high evaluation off the quality^of the music. Pare was taJen 
to assure that all manipulate/d responses were within norm'i for appropriate 
behavior in this situation. / • a^jpropnare 

Dependent measure : The questionnaire was filled out in class on the 
two Fridays subsequent to the particular class's participation the nigJt 
before. The questionnaire was designed to-look like something the cifss 
instructor had just ^thrown together. The purported purpose of the queJ! 
tionnaire was to "get some information which will help in our discussion " 
of your observations at .the bar." The dependent measles consisteS of 
point scales on which the subjects indicated their evaluation of the qual- 
ity of the band, how enjoyable they had found their trip to the bar and 



how much thev would like to see this particular band a^ain. Thev were also 
asked to estimate when they arrived- di id wlieii rhey left, .and whether thev 
had ever seen the band before. 2 

Manipulation check : The success of the manipulation of audience-re- 
sponse was as^essecJ in two ways; The dependent measure questionnaire in- 
cluded an iteiP which asked the subjects to assess "how much they felt others 
who were there liked th^ band." Second, three individuals, who were naive 
to the research entirely, vere in attendance at the bar both nights. Thev 
were instructed to meet and synchronize their watches before going to the 
bar. They then sat in three separate places and every fifteen minutes made 
an independent assessment of the audience response at that point in time. * 

_ Debriefing: After ail subjects had completed the questionnaire the 
senior author went into the classes and fully explained all aspects of the 
igesearch to the subjects. Several probes were used to try and determine 
whether any subjects were suspicious of the situation and none were. Many 
subjects indicated that they had enjoyed participation and none expressed 
bad feeling about the deception involved, even when asked directly if such 
reelings existed. ■ 

Statistical analysis : All hypotheses were tested with one-tailed t 

tests aj.xcu , 



RESULTS 



Manipulation of the independent variable : Both measures of -the suc- 
cess of the manipulation indicated that it was highly successful. Subjects 
in the negative condition indicated that they felt other people there liked 
the band significantly le^s than did subjects in the positive condition 
(Negative x = 7 64, Positive x = 8.95, t = 2.87, df = 40, p ,< .005- possi- 
^ble range 0 to 10). , y^^^^ 

J 

The intercoder reliability of the three naive audience, rater obser- 
vers ranged from .56 to .87 with a mean of .73. They indicated a mean au- 
dience response on the negative night of 2.93 and a mean response of 5 W 
on the positive night (possible range 0 to 10). 

Dependent variables : Subjects in the positive condition had a mean 
evaluation of the quality of the "band of 7.90 as compared with a mean of 
6.73 for negative subjects (t = 1.91, df = 40, p < .05). Subjects in the 
negative condition indicated they would 'like to. see the band again less 
than subjects in the positive condition. This difference approached 'but 
taiJ-ed to reach conventional -significance levels (Pbsitive "JT = 7 U2 Nsm 
tive X = 5.96, t = 1.64, df = 40, ,05 > p < .10). ^ 

Subjects in- the 'positive condition stayed significantly longer at 
the bar than did subjects in the negative condition. Those in the posi- 
tive condition stayed a mean of 156.25 minutes compared with a mean of 




127.73 minutes for those in the negative condition {t = 1.93» df = UO 
p < .05). Table I below summarizes these rwac.il+c ' 



summarizes these results. 

♦ 

TABLE I " 
Keans, t values, p values, and degrees of freedom for all hypbtheses 



Neg. Pbs. Difference t p df 

Evaluation of the 

o™L1"^ 1-1' l-'l ■ <.0S .0 

Would like to see- 

this band again^v , 5.95 7^^^ 1.^6 l.GH <.io HO 

Mean number of 

minutes stayed 12 7.73 156.25 2 8.52 I.93 <.05 40 

How much others 
liked the band- 

manipulatioo "^'^^ ^'^S 1.31 2.87 <.005 40 

check* 
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* The possible xange was 0 to 10 with higher scores representing more 
. favorable evaluations. 



DISCUSSION 

J.^T^K^^''^^ hypotheses, while unlikely, cannot be completely ruled 

?W J ""^^ ^""^^^ °f ^*"dy- It is possible 

that the individual subjects in the ^classes which were assigned to the 

= 1 ^S'^'^r -'""u"^"^ - °f and roll music in gener- 

al than those in the positive condition and it could have been this which 
acfcounted for their lower appraisal of the band. A pretest would have pro- 

sX t l °" possibility, but it also might have sensitizer 

sv±»]rects to the manipulation. 

Another possibility is that the band may have simply played better on 
the positive response night. There is clear evidence7much of it cited in 
, this paper, that communication sources are profoundly affected by feedback 

S.hts"^h"^t thire '''^ '"'^ ^'^y same'music both 

^i/ghts, that there could have been that much variance in their play.** 

^ Jri^^^f problems exist in interpreting the results of hypotliesis 
3. (Length of time subjects stayed at the bar on the two nights ) The 
measure used was a self report by subjects. The audience response manipu- 

the^Ld'^'^^H ^^^-tive impressions'of hoH^ng 

they had stayed. However, if this indeed occurred, it seems likely that 
thfe subjects who would have tended to undere stimate the length of their 
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those in the positive corudition Ctime passes.. quickly when 
you're having. fun) and this would have gone the opposite of the prediction 
and the results. A second problem i,s that the band played an encore song 
on the positive night and people may have stayed longer on this night 
simply because the band played longer. However, Jrhis possibility too 
seems, unlikely, since subjects stayed an average of almost thirty minutes- 
longer on the positive night and the band played only about ten minutes 
longer on this night. 

The. fact that the results of this study are tfonsistent with' the gen.- 
eral pattern of results obtained in the earlier laboratory OAR research 
qited previously adds additional credence to the conclusion that it was 
the manipulation of the independent variable which caused the observed 
difference in the dependent variables and not one of these alternative hy- 
potheses . 0 

* f 

With these qualifications in mind, this experiment still Drovides 
good evidence that intra-audience effects can be demonstrated in natural- ' 
istic field settings. Two of the three hypotheses" were supported and the 
third hypothesis was marginally supported. Audience members are affected 
by the responses o-f other audience members. Their evaluation~5f communi- 
cation messages and sources is in part a result of the evaluations and ob- 
servable responses of those around them when the message is received. 

Exactly how does OAR influence other receiver's? Some writers make' a 
distinction between the "intellectualist" and the "affective" tendencies 
of social influence (Tajfel, 1968). In a- similar vein others talk about 
a need for information or a need for status in terms of social influence 
(Cohen, 196U). In Asch's (1956) classic conformity j^eseatch, subjects 
were pressured to act in concert with the group. Subsequent interviews 
with them revealed that few of them actually believed the group's judge- 
ments were correct, but they conformed anyway"! G?ih¥m (1962) sv^ggests 
that If "it really mattered" to subjects that they be right, they would 
have made the' correct decisions. Asch's subjects were probably more in- 
• fluenced by the affective tendencies, of social influence than by the ne^ed 
for information. They had all the information thdy needed to make the 
correct decisions: they made wrong ones for other reasons. 

In this experiment this was not the case. Subjects did not state 
their judgements publicly, nor was there a clear right or wrong judgement. 
The observable responses of the other audience members probably served an 
information function. The responses of other audience members provided 
the subjects with additional information on which to base their" evalua- 
tions of the band. 

Intra-audience effects research continues to be a promising are^ of 
concern for communication scientists. Furture research should be aimed 
at developing more complete theoretic rationales for the phenomenon-. 
Attribution theory, for example, has received a great deal of recent at- 
•tention and may prove to be a useful perspective from which^to examine 
intra-audience effects (see Jones, Kanouse, Kelley, Nisbett, Valins, and ' 
Wemer, 1972). This approach would involve examining the variables which- 




^result in audience members perceiving. different causes for the observable 
•responses of other audience members. For example, negative feedback to a 
speech could be attributed to -disagreement with the position advanced by 
the speech, boredom with the speech ifself or the speaker's delivery dis- 
respect or dislike for the speaker, or even an upset stomach in the person 
giving the response. The cause to which audience members' attributed the 
feedback behavior of other audience members could affect the impact this 
^ehavior had on thenv. A careful specification of situational character- 
istics and other variable^ which resulted in differing causal attributions 
for OAR may well be a useful approach. 

, _ The control necessary to do this kind of research would probably- re- 
quire a return to the laboratory. Since the present study has provided 
evidence for the existence and importance of intra-audience effects in a 
naturalistic field setting, we now feel "more comfortable in doing this 
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FOOTNOTES 



1. "The Woolies" served as the stimulus band. 



2. 



< 



The stimulus band has been together for seven years and they have 
played at ,many high school-fe in the state, fifteen subjects indicated 
that they had seen thi^ band-before, but it was determined during the 
debriefing that most of these 'subjects had* seen them several years 
earlier. "Their responses on the questionnaire did not diffe^Jrignifi- 
cantly from subjects who had never seen the band before and their 
data 'is included in the analysis. 

A problem with this analysis is that since it was intact classes which 
were assigned randomly to conditions, and not individuals, using the 
individual as the unit of analysis violates the assuioptibn of the in- 
dependence of observations. Unfortunately it wis not logistically 
feasible to assign individuals at random to coiVditions. Even"if this 
had been possible, the independence problem wotild still exist (in a 
less serious form) because the treatments happened to all subjects 
within a conditipn at the same time. The reader is alerted to the 
shortcoming of this analysis. 

•Since this band was so experienced (see footnote 2) they had performed 
before a large number of audiences and experienced many different de- 
grees of response. Consequently it is unlikely that their delivery 
would have been severely affected by the manipulated audience response, 
especially since they were aware that confederates were generating 
much of the response. 
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